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1. When predicting online reading comprehension of a problem solving task within a less 
restricted information space, what is the best fit model, after controlling for verbal 
intelligence, of the percentage of variance accounted for by each of the following 
variables: background knowledge, critical evaluation, and dispositions of online reading 
comprehension? 
2. When predicting online reading comprehension of a problem solving task within a more 
restricted information space, what is the best fit model, after controlling for verbal 
intelligence, of the percentage of variance accounted for by each of the following 
variables: background knowledge, critical evaluation, and dispositions of online reading 
comprehension. 
3. What patterns of processing appear among readers with varying levels of online reading 
comprehension ability during an online reading comprehension task within a less 
restricted information space? 
4. What patterns of processing appear among readers with varying levels of online reading 
comprehension ability during an online reading comprehension task within a more 
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1. First all students in their class were ranked based on scores on the first administration of 
the ORCA. Students were divided into two groups: the top 10% of scores and the bottom 
10% of scores.  
2. These groups were then reviewed by the teacher to allow for the selection of students 
who would be comfortable working with an adult on a verbal protocol task.  
3. Then four students from each participating school were randomly selected from the list: 
two students who scored in the 10% of their class and two students who scored in the 































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































ORCA‐IM	(12)	 3‐36	of	38 12 66.5% .85‐.95
ORCA‐Blog	(10)	 0‐30	of	32 89 59.2% .84
ORCA	Scenario	I	(20)	 0‐56	of	60 120 51.7% .92
ORCA	Scenario	II	(20)	 0‐56	of	60 120 44.1% .91
ORCA	Iditarod	(17)	 0‐33	of	42 220 53.1% .88
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1 DRG I	 78%	 Yes	 30% 21% 17.3% 64%	
2 DRG E	 35.2%	 No	 7.6% 1.3% 12.7% 21%	





1 DRG I	 11.1%	 16.7% 69.4% 2.8%	
2 DRG E	 11.1%	 64% 20% 8%	



































































































































































































1	 85	 87.5	author	 2.875 Some	confusion	over	author	and	source.	
Collapsed	source	into	content	for	second	round.	
2	 54	 90	usability	 2.33 Experts	felt	readability	is	too	subjective	and	
usability	too	situated.	This	item	and	subconstruct	
were	deleted.	
3	 62.5	 12.5	argument	 NA‐ Some	reviewers	liked	argument	as	a	subconstruct
but	it	caused	confusion.	The	items	were	collapsed	
under	content.	
4	 88	 100	currency	 2.67 Some	argued	copyright	of	website	is	not	clear	
indicator	of	date	of	info.	Moved	answer	choice	
away	from	Avalanche.	
5	 100	 62	purpose	 1.33 People	like	the	item	but	feel	purpose	is	really	a	
relevancy	judgment.	CVI	would	be	higher	if	
purpose	was	considered	a	relevancy	judgment.	
6	 65	 64	relevancy	 2.2 The	search	results	need	to	be	less	relevant	if	this	
is	a	relevancy	judgment.	Better	distracters	were	
picked.	
7	 90	 34	relevancy	 1.8 Most	reviewers	felt	that	knowing	website	genres	
was	not	at	important	to	measuring	critical	
evaluation.	The	item	was	deleted.	
8	 87.5	 66	currency	 2.8 Item	kept.	Examined	why	people	did	not	pick	
currency.	
9	 87.5	 12.	5	argument	 NA Edited	item	so	it	is	which	website	uses	the	best	
details	to	support	the	claim	Pluto	is	not	a	planet.	
Collapsed	argument	under	content.	
10	 100%	 83	source	 2.75 Source	was	collapsed	under	content	
11	 85	 85.7	author	 2.75 No	changes
12	 28%	 20	usability	 NA Experts	were	unsure	of	the	grade	level,	again	
some	commented	that	reading	level	is	subjective.	
Deleted	all	usability	items.	






15	 100	 57.1	purpose	 2.25 Again	experts	felt	that	evaluating	purpose	was	a	
relevancy	judgment.	
16	 50	 .25	usability	 NA Deleted	item	or	make	it	a	relevancy	judgment





19	 100	 75	relevance	of	info 2.67 Changed	the	name	of	other	subconstruct.












































































































































1	 100	 Author	 94.1% 3.5 1.0
2	 88	 Author	 40.0% NA NA Confusion	between	author,	
source,	and	publisher.	Item	
reworded.	
3	 66.6%	 Bias	 93.3% 3.15 .866
4	 93.3%	 Publisher	 100% 3.4 1.0




6	 93.3%	 Source	 93.3% 3.08 .858 Needed	more	plausible	
distractors	
7	 85.7%	 Publisher	 92.2% 3.30 .858




9	 84.6%	 Source	 92.9% 3.23 .857
10	 50%	 Publisher	 83.3% 3.16 1.0 Needed	more	discriminant	
distractors	





































Item	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6 7 8 9 10 11 12	 Total	
	 1	 0	 0	 0	 1	 1 0 0 1 0 0 1	 5	
	 1	 1	 0	 0	 1	 0 0 0 1 0 0 1	 5	
	 1	 1	 0	 1	 1	 1 0 0 1 1 1 0	 8	
	 1	 1	 0	 1	 1	 0 1 0 0 1 0 1	 7	
	 1	 0	 0	 1	 1	 1 1 0 0 1 0 0	 6	
	 1	 1	 0	 1	 1	 1 1 0 0 0 1 1	 8	
	 1	 0	 1	 1	 1	 1 1 0 0 0 0 1	 7	























































Final Items in Validated and Reliable COIL	
	
Items In Final Version	 Items Deleted
1.   Evaluate author: Where would you click to 
learn more about an author?*	
3.   Evaluate bias: Which website uses strong 
words or images to persuade the audience?**	
	
2.   Evaluate author: Which websites about 
Chihuahuas and asthma was created by the 
most knowledgeable author?***	
	
6.   Evaluate Source: Which website uses 
details from the least reliable source?**	
4.   Evaluate publisher: Where do you click to 
learn more about a publisher?*	
7.   Evaluate publisher: Which website was 
created by a more reliable publisher?***	
	
5.   Evaluate bias: Think about the author’s 
point of view. What may influence the way he 
thinks about energy drinks?*	
	
8.   Evaluate Author: Given the author's profile 
page what is her expertise?**	
10. Evaluate publisher: Which publisher 
creates a website with the most credible 
medical information?**	
9.   Evaluate Source: Which websites uses 
details that are from the most reliable source 
about healthy snacks?***	
	
14. Evaluate bias: Think about the authors' 
point of view. How does the authors' point of 
view influence the words and images used on 
the website?***	
	
11. Evaluate Bias: Which website uses strong 
words, phrases, or images to persuade 
readers?***	
15. Evaluate author: Look at this website. What 
is the author's expertise?*	
12. Evaluate Sources: Which website uses 
information from the most reliable source?** 
	 80
16. Evaluate bias: Which website uses strong 
words or images to persuade the audience?** 	
13. Evaluate publisher: Who is the publisher of 
this website?#	
	
18: Evaluate bias: Which website uses strong 
words or images to persuade the audience?**	
	
19: Evaluate author: Which author is the best 
expert on volcanoes?**	
17. Evaluate author. Look at these websites. 
Which website was created by the author with 
the most expertise on mosquito ringtones?***	
	
20: Evaluate author: Where would you click to 




21: Evaluate bias: Think about the author's 
point of view. How does her point of view 
shape the words and images on this website?#	
	
	
23: Evaluate Source: Where would you click to 
learn more about the sources an author used?*	
22: Evaluate publisher: Which website was 
created by a more reliable publisher?***	
	
25: Evaluate Publisher: Which website about 
smoking hazards was created by the most 
reliable publisher?**	
	
26: Evaluate Source: Which source used in the 
websites is the most reliable source to answer 
the question, "What killed the dinosaurs?"**	
	
24: Evaluate Source: Which discussion board 




















































Instrument/# Items	 Range	 N * Validity ** Reliability
ORCA-IM	 3-36 of 38	 12 66.5% .85-.95	
ORCA-Blog	 0-30 of 32	 89 59.2% .84	
ORCA-I	 0-56 of 60	 120 51.7% .92	
ORCA-II	 0-56 of 60	 120 44.1% .91	
ORCA-Iditarod	 0-33 of 42	 220 53.1% .88	
ORCA-Iditarod, 
revised	























The problem: Is the painting of George Washington 
crossing the Delaware River historically accurate?	
	
Mr. Barnes's history class is debating the accuracy of 
the painting "George Washington Crossing the 
Delaware" by Emanuel Gottlieb Leutze.	
They are debating if the painting is accurate, or truthful, 
on their class discussion board.	
You will do research online and decide if the painting is 
accurate. 	
	
The problem: What was the turning point of the 
American Revolution?	
Mr. Barnes's history class is debating the turning point 
of the American revolution on the class discussion 
board.	
You will do research to help them answer the 




The problem: What role did some women play in the 
American Revolution?	
	
In Mr. Barnes's history class they are discussing women 
and the American Revolution. His class is posting 
messages on the class discussion board.	
	
You will do research to answer the question: What role 
did women play during the American Revolution?	
	
The problem: What were the causes of the 
American Revolution?	
	
Mr. Barnes's history class is talking about the causes 
of the American Revolution on their discussion board.	
	
You will do research online to answer the question: 












































































































































































































ORCA Inquiry Task	 Internal 
Consistency	
Turning Point (more restricted task A)	 .763
Causes (more restricted task B)	 .769








1. When predicting online reading comprehension of a problem solving task within a less 
restricted information space, what is the best fit model, after controlling for verbal 
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intelligence, of the percentage of variance accounted for by each of the following 
variables: background knowledge, critical evaluation, and dispositions of online reading 
comprehension? 
2. When predicting online reading comprehension of a problem solving task within a more 
restricted information space, what is the best fit model, after controlling for verbal 
intelligence, of the percentage of variance accounted for by each of the following 




























1. First all students in their class were ranked based on scores on the first administration of 
the ORCA. Students were divided into two groups:  the top 10% of scores and the bottom 
10% of scores.  
2. These groups were then reviewed by the teacher to allow for the selection of students 
who would be comfortable working with an adult on a verbal protocol task.  
3. Then four students from each participating school were randomly selected from the list: 
two students who scored in the 10% of their class and two students who scored in the 

















Pseudonym	 Verbal	 PK	 ORCA	1 ORCA	2 Total School	
High	 	 	 	
Isabella	 13	 1.5	 8 9 17 3	
Olivia	 17	 2	 9 10 19 3	
Ava	 23	 2	 9 9 18 3	
	 	 	 	
Medium	 	 	 	
Alexander	 8	 2	 7 8 15 3	
Sophia	 5	 0.5	 4 7 13 1	
Jacob	 8	 2	 7 8 15 2	
Ethan	 7	 1.5	 2 7 9 2	
	 	 	 	
Low	 	 	 	
Emma 2 0 1 1 2 2 
Michael	 3	 5	 5 3 8 1	






















3. What patterns of processing appear among readers with varying levels of online reading 
comprehension ability during an online reading comprehension task within a less 
restricted information space? 
4. What patterns of processing appear among readers with varying levels of online reading 
comprehension ability during an online reading comprehension task within a more 





































  K-Locate-Keyword Entry	 K1-Copy and paste exact words from task	
K2-Type exact words from task	
K3-Use keywords from task	
K4-Revise keywords	
	 97
  SR-Locate Read Search Results	 SR1-Cursor movement indicates reading of results.
SR2-Clicks on first link	
SR3-Clicks on a link on first page	
SR4-Moves to second page	
SR5-Returns to search results	
	
  LW-Locate Website	 LW1-Locates website and judges it relevant	
LW2-Locates website and judges it irrelevant	
LW3-Skims website	
Evaluate  
 CEE-Evaluate Author Expertise	 CEE1- Finds the author in the text	
CEE2- Finds the author on an about us/bio page	
CEE3- Infers the author from the text.	
CEE4- Does a secondary search for the author.	
CEE5-Does not locate the author	
CEE6-Uses an authoritative title to judge the author
CEE7- Uses supporting details from content of the 
website.	
CEE8- Uses institutional information to judge 
author expertise	
CEE9-Uses background knowledge to judge author 
expertise	
	
  CES-Evaluate Author1s use of Evidence CES1- Uses the source of  claims/evidence to judge 
use of evidence	
CES2-Uses a bibliography or reference to judge 
use of evidence	
CES3-Uses a secondary source to verify 
information.	
CES4-Uses overall quantity of content to judge use 
of evidence	
	
  CEP-Evaluate Author Expertise	
	
CEP1- Uses authors perceived level of expertise to 
describe point of view.	
CEP2- Uses authors prior experience to describe 
point of view.	
CEP3- Uses authors institutional affiliation to 
describe point of view.	













SEM-Locate two important details	 SEM1-Copy and paste important details	
SEM2-Copy and paste entire source.	
SEM3- Copy and paste irrelevant details	
SEM3-Paraphrase important details.	
SEM4-Paraphrase irrelevant details.	
SEC-Combine information from two 
sources	
SEC1- Navigate between multiple tabs/windows.
	
SEC2-Cursor movement provides evidence of 
reading two sources.	
SEC3-Copy and paste details from two sources	
SEC4-Copy and paste details from one source	
SEC5-Paraphrase details from two sources	
SEC6-Paraphrase details from one source	
	
SEP-Take a position with evidence	 SEP1-Student makes a specific claim related to 
task.	
SEP2-Student copies and past details in reference 
to claim.	
SEP3-Student paraphrases details in reference to 
claim.	
SEP4-Student copies and pastes information 
without making claim.	
Communicate	
CDB-Correctly use discussion board	 CDB1-Student can log in to discussion board	
CDB2-Student navigates to correct discussion.	
CDB3- Student responds to another post.	
CDB4-Student replies to discussion.	
	
CDB-Engage in dialogue	 CED-Student agreed or disagreed with an initial 
post.	
CED-Student did not disagree.	
	
CDE-Provide source of evidence	 CDE1-Student links to a source
CDE2-Student refers to a specific source	






















































































1. When predicting online reading comprehension of a problem solving task within a less 
restricted information space, what is the best fit model, after controlling for verbal 
intelligence, of the percentage of variance accounted for by each of the following 
variables: background knowledge, critical evaluation, and dispositions of online reading 
comprehension? 
2. When predicting online reading comprehension of a problem solving task within a more 
restricted information space, what is the best fit model, after controlling for verbal 
intelligence, of the percentage of variance accounted for by each of the following 























































Measure	 N Missing	 School 1 School 2 School 3	
ORCA 	 19	 9 5 5	
Background 
knowledge	
9	 2 3 4	
COIL	 13	 3 6 8	
Dispositions	 10	 3 4 3	













	 N Minimum Maximum Mean	 SD	
Verbal Intelligence	 98 0 24 10.906	 5.197
Background knowledge	 98 0 11 1.67	 2.13
COIL	 98 1.0 11 5.187	 2.094
Dispositions	 98 1.95 5.00 3.419	 .4889
Less Restricted	 98 0 18 8.394	 4.117












Variable	 Skewness Ratio Kurtosis Ratio	
Verbal Intelligence	 1.37	 -.467
Background knowledge	 1.74	 3.59
COIL	 .138	 -.559
Dispositions	 .50	 1.794
Less Restricted ORCA	 -.578	 .136












	 Minimum	 Maximum Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
Background 
knowledge	

















































	 n Less Restricted More Restricted
	  M	 SD M SD	
Locate	 95 3.509	 1.483 2.775 1.508	
Evaluate	 95 .9554	 1.101 .8725 .9917	
Synthesize	 95 2.732	 1.483 2.683 1.622	
Communicate	 95 1.554	 1.328 1.206 1.269	
























































LR-Locate	 .295*	 .552** -.107 .356** .301** .370**	 .180	
LR-Evaluate	 	 .556** -.135 .346** .620** .442**	 .282**
LR-Synthesize	 	 	 .064 .441** .565** .607**	 .262*	
LR-Communicate	 	 	 .042 .003 -.018 .214*	
MR-Locate	 	 	 .463** .618**	 .110	
MR-Evaluate	 	 	 .618**	 .246*	































































Items In Final Version	 Mean SD	
1.   Evaluate author: Where would you click to learn more about an 
author?*	
.84 .37	
2.   Evaluate author: Which websites about Chihuahuas and asthma 
was created by the most knowledgeable author?***	
.38 .49	
4.   Evaluate publisher: Where do you click to learn more about a 
publisher?*	
.62 .49	
5.   Evaluate bias: Think about the author’s point of view. What may 
influence the way he thinks about energy drinks?*	
.60 .49	
10. Evaluate publisher: Which publisher creates a website with the 
most credible medical information?**	
.32 .47	
14. Evaluate bias: Think about the authors' point of view. How does 
the authors' point of view influence the words and images used on the 
website?***	
.48 .50	
15. Evaluate author: Look at this website. What is the author's 
expertise?*	
.71 .45	
16. Evaluate bias: Which website uses strong words or images to 
persuade the audience?** 	
.52 .50	
18: Evaluate bias: Which website uses strong words or images to 
persuade the audience?**	
.28 .45	
19: Evaluate author: Which author is the best expert on volcanoes?** .44 .50	
23: Evaluate Source: Where would you click to learn more about the 
sources an author used?*	
.60 .49	
25: Evaluate Publisher: Which website about smoking hazards was 
created by the most reliable publisher?**	
.30 .46	
26: Evaluate Source: Which source used in the websites is the most 
reliable source to answer the question, "What killed the dinosaurs?"**	
.33 .47	















restricted	 information	 space,	 what	 is	 the	 best	 fit	model,	 after	 controlling	 for	 verbal	















	 N	 Minimum Maximum Mean SD	
Verbal Intelligence	 95	 0	 24 10.726 5.374	
Background knowledge	 95	 0	 11 1.758 2.20	
COIL	 95	 1.0	 9 5.1053 2.013	
Dispositions	 95	 1.88	 4.56 3.382 .47114	
ORCA-LR	 95	 0	 20 6.8421 4.16	













Verbal Intelligence Background 
knowledge	
COIL Dispositions
ORCA-LR	 .658**	 .422**	 379** .462**	 .195	
ORCA-MR	 	 .414**	 .436** .574**	 .264*	
Verbal	 	 	 .329** .263**	 -.088	
Background 
knowledge	



























Model 	 β	 Sig ΔR2 ΔF
Model 1	 	 .205 21.030*
Verbal Comprehension	 .429	 .00
	 	
Model 2	 	 .224 11.454*
Verbal Comprehension	 .270	 .003
Critical Evaluation	 .335	 .000


























































Model 	 β	 Sig ΔR2 ΔF
Model 1	 	 .152 17.024*
Verbal Intelligence	 .414	 .00
	 	
Model 2	 	 .381 25.008*
Verbal Intelligence	 .219	 .006
Critical Evaluation	 .499	 .000































	 Locate	 Evaluate	 Synthesize Communicate
ORCA-LR	 .239*	 .372**	 .375** .028

















	 Locate	 Evaluate	 Synthesize Communicate
ORCA-LR	 .235*	 .414**	 .397** .065












	 Locate	 Evaluate	 Synthesize Communicate
ORCA-LR	 .169	 .090	 .093 -.014























Reflective Thinking	 .195	 .269**














2. When predicting online reading comprehension of a problem solving task within a more 
restricted information space, what is the best fit model, after controlling for verbal 
intelligence, of the percentage of variance accounted for by each of the following 









































































3. What patterns of online reading comprehension strategies appear among high 
and low performing online readers during an online reading comprehension task 
within a less restricted information space?  
4. What patterns of online reading comprehension strategies appear among high 
and low performing online readers during an online reading comprehension task 
















1. First all students in their class were ranked based on scores on the first administration 
of the ORCA. Students were divided into two groups:  top 10% of scores and the 
bottom 10%  
2. These groups were then reviewed by the teacher to allow for the selection of students 
who would be comfortable working with an adult on a verbal protocol task.  
3. Then four students from each participating school were randomly selected from the 
list: two students who scored in the 10% of their class and two students who scored 























Pseudonym	 Verbal	 PK	 ORCA	1 ORCA	2 Total School	
High	 	 	 	
Isabella	 13	 1.5	 8 9 17 3	
Olivia	 17	 2	 9 10 19 3	
Ava	 23	 2	 9 9 18 3	
	 	 	 	
Medium	 	 	 	
Alexander	 8	 2	 7 8 15 3	
Sophia	 5	 0.5	 4 7 13 1	
Jacob	 8	 2	 7 8 15 2	
Ethan	 7	 1.5	 2 7 9 2	
	 	 	 	
Low	 	 	 	
Emma 2 0 1 1 2 2 
Michael	 3	 5	 5 3 8 1	































































1. Students who recalled details from memory when combing multiple sources 
may be better at synthesis tasks. 










































































































































































Isabella	 9	 1	 0 0
Olivia	 15	 4	 1 0
Ava	 10	 3	 0 0
TOTAL	 34	 9	 1 0
	 	 	
Medium	 	 	
Sophia	 13	 5	 0 0
Alexander	 15	 0	 1 0
Jacob	 6	 5	 0 1
Ethan	 10	 0	 0 1
TOTAL	 44	 10	 1 2
	 	 	
Low	 	 	
Emma	 2	 2	 0 0
Jaydan	 8	 3	 0 0
Michael	 4	 1	 0 0




























































































Student copies and 







































































































































Isabella	 1	 0	 0 0 1
Olivia	 2	 0	 0 0 0
Ava	 2	 3	 0 0 0
TOTAL	 6	 3	 0 0 0
	 	 	
Medium	 	 	
Sophia	 2	 1	 0 0 0
Alexander	 1	 0	 0 0 0
Jacob	 1	 1	 0 0 0
Ethan	 1	 0	 0 0 1
TOTAL	 7	 2	 0 0 1
	 	 	
Low	 	 	
Emma	 2	 0	 0 0 2
Jaydan	 4	 1	 0 0 0
Michael	 1	 0	 0 0 1





































































































High	 	 	 	
Isabella	 0	 0	 2 1 1	
Olivia	 0	 1	 0 0 3	
Ava	 1	 0	 2 0 0	
TOTAL	 1	 1	 2 1 4	
	 	 	 	
Medium	 	 	 	
Sophia	 0	 0	 0 0 1	
Alexander	 0	 1	 0 0 2	
Jacob	 0	 1	 0 0 0	
Ethan	 0	 1	 0 0 0	
TOTAL	 0	 3	 0 0 3	
	  	  	 	
Low	 	 	 	
Emma	 0	 2	 0 0 0	
Jaydan	 2	 0	 1 0 2	
Michael	 0	 1	 0 0 1	















































































































































































Recalls details from 
memory when taking a 
position 
High   
Isabella 1 2 
Olivia 1 2 
Ava 2 14 
TOTAL 4 18 
   
Medium   
Sophia 0 2 
Alexander 0 3 
Jacob 1 4 
Ethan 0 3 
TOTAL 1 12 
   
Low   
Emma 0 2 
Jaydan 0 3 
Michael 0 2 
TOTAL 0 7 
































































































































































































































































































































































 utilizing tabs to navigate between task and source;  
 using tabs to navigate between multiple sources; 
 using a strategy of skimming websites to identify key details; 
 engaged reading within a website; 
 navigating to a source to read while taking a position; 
 navigating to the source to copy and paste details; 
 identifying the author on an about us page; 
 evaluating author using effective markers of expertise; 
 checking evidence against a secondary source; 
 inferring an author’s point of view; 
 recalling details from memory when combining sources; 


























































































High	 	 	 	 	 	
Isabella	 1	 0	 2	 0	 0	
Olivia	 3	 0	 0	 0	 3	
Ava	 3	 0	 1	 0	 3	
Total	 7	 0	 3	 0	 6	
	 	 	 	 	 	
Medium	 	 	 	 	 	
Sophia	 2	 2	 1	 4	 1	
Alexander	 4	 0	 2	 2	 1	
Jacob	 0	 3	 0	 2	 0	
Ethan	 1	 1	 1	 1	 1	
Total	 6	 5	 4	 9	 3	
	 	 	 	 	 	
Low	 	 	 	 	 	
Emma	 3	 0	 2	 2	 0	
Jaydan	 3	 0	 0	 1	 1	
Michael	 2	 0	 1	 1	 1	




























































































































		Isabella	 2	 0	 0	 3	
		Olivia	 6	 0	 0	 8	
		Ava	 2	 0	 0	 2	
TOTAL	 10	 0	 0	 13	
Middle	
		Sophia	 5	 0	 0	 7	
		Alexander	 5	 0	 0	 5	
		Jacob	 1	 1	 0	 7	
		Ethan	 3	 0	 0	 0	
TOTAL	 14	 1	 0	 19	
	 	 	 	 	
Low	
		Emma	 3	 0	 0	 3	
		Jaydan	 1	 1	 0	 3	
		Michael	 2	 0	 0	 3	



























































































































































































































































	 	 	 	 	 	 	
High	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Olivia	 2	 3	 4	 0	 1	 0	
Ava	 2	 2	 1	 0	 0	 0	
Isabella	 2	 1	 1	 4	 1	 2	
TOTAL	 6	 6	 6	 4	 2	 2	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Medium	 	 	 	 	 	
Sophia	 2	 2	 1	 0	 1	 0	
Alexander	 1	 1	 0	 1	 0	 0	
Jacob	 0	 2	 1	 0	 1	 0	
Ethan	 0	 1	 0	 0	 1	 0	
Total	 3	 6	 2	 1	 3	 0	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Low	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Emma	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 2	
Jaydan	 0	 0	 0	 0	 1	 0	
Michael	 0	 0	 1	 0	 2	 0	

































































































































Isabella	 2	 0	 1
Olivia	 0	 2	 2
Ava	 1	 0	 1
TOTAL	 3	 2	 4
	 	 	
Sophia	 0	 0	 2
Alexander	 1	 4	 2
Jacob	 0	 4	 2
Ethan	 0	 0	 0
TOTAL	 1	 8	 6
	 	 	
Emma	 0	 2	 1
Jaydan	 0	 3	 0
Michael	 0	 1	 1






























 using keyword that included both the topic and focus;  
 copying  and pasting keywords that include both the topic and focus;  
 actively reading search results;  
 navigating back  to search results; 








 navigating directly to a source; 
 searching for a specific source; 
 searching within a website; 
 using keywords with topic and source; 

























































 Locating strategies on a less restricted task 
o using keyword that included both the topic and focus;  
o copying  and pasting keywords that include both the topic and focus;  
o actively reading search results;  
o navigating back  to search results; 
o skimming websites to make accurate relevancy judgment. 
 Locating strategies on a more restricted task 
 navigating directly to a source; 
 searching for a specific source; 
 searching within a website; 
 using keywords with topic and source; 
 making accurate relevancy judgments. utilizing tabs to navigate between task and source;  
	 189
 Strategies regardless of the restricted nature of the information space 
o using tabs to navigate between multiple sources; 
o using a strategy of skimming websites to identify key details; 
o engaged reading within a website; 
o navigating to a source to read while taking a position; 
o navigating to the source to copy and paste details; 
o identifying the author on an about us page; 
o evaluating author using effective markers of expertise; 
o checking evidence against a secondary source; 
o inferring an author’s point of view; 
o recalling details from memory when combining sources; 

























1. When predicting online reading comprehension during a problem solving task within 
a less restricted information space, what is the best fit model, after controlling for 
verbal intelligence, of the percentage of variance accounted for by each of the 
following variables: background knowledge, critical evaluation, and dispositions of 
online reading comprehension? 
2. When predicting online reading comprehension of a problem solving task within a 
more restricted information space, what is the best fit model, after controlling for 
verbal intelligence, of the percentage of variance accounted for by each of the 
following variables: background knowledge, critical evaluation, and dispositions of 
online reading comprehension. 
3. What patterns of processing appear among readers with varying levels of online 
reading comprehension ability during an online reading comprehension task within a 
less restricted information space? 
4. What patterns of processing appear among readers with varying levels of online 
reading comprehension ability during an online reading comprehension task within a 
















































































































































































































































































































3. What patterns of processing appear among readers with varying levels of online reading 
comprehension ability during an online reading comprehension task within a less 
restricted information space? 
4. What patterns of processing appear among readers with varying levels of online reading 
comprehension ability during an online reading comprehension task within a more 















































































































































































3. What patterns of processing appear among readers with varying levels of online reading 
comprehension ability during an online reading comprehension task within a less 
restricted information space? 
4. What patterns of processing appear among readers with varying levels of online reading 
comprehension ability during an online reading comprehension task within a more 






































	 These	results	also	reflect	findings	in	previous	research.	Successful	readers  infer which link 
may be most useful on a webpage (Coiro & Dobler, 2008; Henry, 2006) during online reading 
comprehension. Furthermore researchers (McDonald & Stevenson, 1996; Rouet, 2006) have found that 
more skilled online readers efficiently scan for relevant information within websites. Goldman et al, 
(2012) found that expert readers could navigate within a website when compared to their novice peers. 
Similarly, in this study there was a clear difference between the proficient online readers and their peers. 
More successful online readers could navigate directly to a website and search within that site.  Less 
proficient online readers often searched for a website using a search engine and accepted their first click 
on the homepage as a relevant source.  
The patterns of processing on the locating tasks of the ORCA-MR may also help to explain the 
quantitative findings of this study. Specifically the ability of proficient readers to keep digging within a 
source until they found the specified website may explain why dispositions scores were significant in the 
ORCA-MR model but not the ORCA-LR model. Based on the think aloud data searching within a source 
required more reflective thinking, persistence, and flexibility. These variables were measured by the 
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